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ABSTRACT

Public participation and stakeholder involvement in the public policy process
is becoming the rule, not the exception,in public pohcy making today. A
distinction must be made between these processes because while the general

public is always a stakeholder, stakeholders also include groups with specific
interests in the policy formulation. For the purposes of this thesis the public
was composed of persons not ahgned with a specific interest group and who
may or may not be affected by the policy issues at hand. Stakeholders also
included members of business or industry groups, a government entities,

landowners, and environmental activists, and other individual or group with
a legitimate interest in public policy proposals.

Increasingly, those affected by public policy dictums are voicing their
dissatisfaction with the public policy process. One avenue of this expression
is htigation after a policy is implemented. Litigation is an expensive
proposition for all parties involved. Not only is it expensive and time
consuming, but while the issues "drag through the courts," the problems the

policy was intended to affect remain imchanged.

In an effort to avoid litigation and speed implementation of public pohcy
those charged with the responsibility of drafting it are attempting to engage

stakeholders in the policy development process. By involving stakeholders

early in the pohcy making process ,it is hoped that the pitfalls oflitigation
can be avoided and thus speed the implementation process and improve

public acceptability of the policy.
iv

Stakeholder participation in the policy making process is a means to improve

pohcy decisions. Pohcy makers lay the foimdation for policy acceptance by
involving stakeholders and showing respect for their ideas and concerns.

This process increases the likelihood of stakeholder acceptance and adherence
to the policy because of stakeholder participation in the policy process.

The Common Ground Process(CGP)is an example of policy makers soliciting

stakeholder input early in the development of alternatives. Specifically, the
CGP was undertaken by Martin Marietta Energy Systems(MMES),under

the direction ofthe Department of Energy(DOE), to determine fiitm-e land
uses for DOE Oak Ridge Reservation(ORR)sites in the Oak Ridge,
Tennessee area.

MMES Community Relations Department was charged with informing
stakeholders of the opportunity to participate in the CGP and to provide

avenues for substantive input by stakeholders into future land use options at
the ORR. Toward that end several plans for stakeholder involvement were

implemented. Two main groups targeted were "internal stakeholders", such
as those who are employed at MMES,DOE personnel, other DOE contractors,
and the Environmental Restoration Division(ERD)at the ORR and the

second group was "external Stakeholders". This latter group consists oflocal

opinion leaders, government officials, local interested organizations such as
the Rotary Club, the Lions Club ,the League of Women Voters, and
environmental groups.

This thesis deals with the problem of the measurement ofimpact of the
Common Ground Process and its effort to involve and inform external

stakeholders of the opportunity to participate in the Process. Specifically, it
focuses on fonr issues identified by the Common Ground Process team to be

particularly germane to their goals ofinforming and involving stakeholders in
the Process. Understanding of the issues surroimding the Common Ground

Process, confidence in the process before and after participation, and the
overall effectiveness ofthe format in which the respondent participated are
examined in depth.

Because of the history of secrecy and the lack of public knowledge

siuTOunding activities at the ORR since its construction during W.W.II, a
lack of confidence and trust exists between those who manage the DOE sites
on the reservation and those stakeholders in and around the ORR.

A cross tabulated analysis of Workshop participants is also undertaken.

Those taking part in workshops were divided into two categories based on

proximity to the Oak Ridge Reservation (ORR). Those living less than five(5)
miles of the Reservation constitute one group and all others living greater
than five(5) miles from ORR the comparison group.

The outcome of this examination yielded some surprising as well as some

anticipated results. Two of the most surprising findings were the relatively

high response rates, and the similarity ofthe responses among the Discovery
Group and Workshop attendees when compared by proximity.
vi

Among the anticipated findings were the greater confidence bxiilding in the
Discovery Group format and the increased imderstanding of the CGP after
participation by the majority of all participants.

The demographic findings ofthose participating in the Process were
anticipated by the Evaluation Team and reveal a lack of diversity among
those participating in the Process.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

In the fall of 1992 in response to world events,including the fall of the
Eastern European block and the U.S.S.R., the end of the "cold war", Martin
Marietta Energy Systems(MMES), as manager of the Department of Energy

(DOE)Oak Ridge Reservation(ORR)were charged with the responsibility of
planning future land use options for ORR lands.

This mandate was further supported in September of 1993 when Thomas P.
Grumbly, Assistant Secretary for Environmental Restoration and
Waste Management,"mandated that all sites which are required to respond
to DOE Order 4320.IB (Site Development Plans) and sites where
environmental remediation activities are being conducted prepare a

document by December, 1995 which proposes future use options for real

property." The options must "be a combination of DOE missions and with
the needs and desires of surrounding communities" met [1],

The DOE Order 4320.IB lists several technical objectives among which are

to. Obtain internal and external reaction to the tentative futmre use options;
revise options, and obtain internal and external suggestions on how the

process of reviewing and revising options should be conducted in the future"
[11. Toward that end, Martin Marietta Energy Systems(MMES),in

cooperation with the University of Tennessee at Knoxville (UT), developed
the Common Ground Process(CGP).

The CGP is an effort to reach and inform internal and external stakeholders

of the CGP, to involve these stakeholder in the process of developing future
land use options and to gather input and suggestions from them for
consideration when final land use options are developed. It is hoped that by
utilizing the public participation process a comprehensive land use plan can

be drafted with stakeholder agreement and that future litigation can be
avoided.

In an effort to insure the credibility of the CGP an evaluation ofthe process
was xmdertaken. This thesis deals with the problem of measurement of the
impact of the Common Ground Process(CGP)launched by the Martin

Marietta Energy Systems(MMES)Community Relations Department to
involve and inform external stakeholders of the opportunity to participate in

the CGP. This thesis focuses on four of the evaluation issues utilizing data
collected from workshop participants and discovery group members.

Those responsible for the external stakeholder portion ofthe CGP developed
a plan to gather information from targeted stakeholders. This plan has four
goals:
1.

Inform people that CGP is going on, let them know ways to get

involved, and invite them to get on mailing lists.
2.

Get people's input on other individuals and groups that should be

consulted.

3.

Convey substantive information, in order to help people formulate

informed views and preferences.

4.

Provide opportunities for expressing views and preferences [2].
2

External stakeholders targeted include groups and individuals. Groups

include service organizations such as the Lions Club and the Rotary Club.
Politically active organizations include the League of Women Voters, the Oak
Ridge Local Oversight Committee, and members of Solutions to Issues of
Concern to Knoxvillians. Business and environmental concerns are also

targeted. Among these groups are the Minority Business Bureau, East

Tennessee Economic Cormcil, Save Our Cumberland Mountains, and the Oak
Ridge Environmental Quality Advisory Board.

Individuals targeted by the CGP are considered to be opinion leaders within
their respective communities. Included are congress persons, local elected
officials, academics as well as influential private citizens.

Targeted stakeholder involvement is comprised offour main components:
Section 1.- Presentations to Organizations

Section 2.- Interviews with opinion leaders
Section 3.- Focus or Discovery Groups
Section 4.- Workshops with the general public

Because of the magnitude,length, and uniqueness(June 1994-December
1995) of this undertaking MMES incorporated an evaluation component into

the CGP. The evaluation was undertaken by an independent two member

team consisting of the author, a graduate research assistant, and Dr. David
L. Feldman, Senior Research Associate at the Energy, Environment, and
Resources Center at UT. Under the guidance and direction of Dr. Feldman I
3

developed the evaluation criteria and design, drafted the protocols, and
collected and analyzed the data.

The Evaluation Team(ET) having gathered responses from participants in
all categories, compiled and analyzed data, then made recommendations for

mid-course corrections to the CGP. It is hoped that this iterative evaluation
process enabled the CGP team to provide participants with meaningful and
useful information about the CGP. Of major concern to the CGP Evaluation

Team was the confidence participants have in the process, the retention of
participants, the clarity and usefulness ofinformation conveyed, and the
overall effectiveness of the CGP.

The ET developed the plan for the evaluation. It included a 10 step process
for developing evaluation criteria, and designing separate protocols for each
type of participant,(e.g. presentations, interviews,focus/discovery groups,
and public workshops). The evaluation plan relied heavily on principles used
in program evaluation. These were adapted for use as process evaluation
tools.

CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW

In "Comprehensive Program Evaluation" Martin Rein describes a process

study as one that,"... commits the investigator to leam more about the intent
of the actors. Documenting the disparity between the intended and the
realized is very much at the heart of the sociological examination" Rein goes
on to say that "the task of analysts is to expose incongruities" [3[.

With this in mind the following is an attempt to explain and to clarify the
evaluation process used by the ET of the ORR Common Ground Project by
drawing on various ideas as to how to implement these component.

Throughout this evaluation process I utilized the tools commonly employed in
the standard setting process, i.e., experts, past performances, comparisons,
and established norms [4].

In Evaluation Research and Practice Martin Rein proposes four elements

necessary in evaluations. First, examine what the program (process)is, what
it does, what results inputs from these yield, and through what processes
these outcomes came about [3].

Rein suggests that input analysis is a valuable tool when doing an
evaluation. The determination of the perceived benefits experienced by the

process participants is of particular interest to the ORRSIPT.

Because the field of process evaluation is in its infancy, rather than
attempting to reinvent the wheel, I have utilized adopted and adapted many

of the aspects ofthe program evaluation process. Toward that end the
following is an outline of the procedures used in the evaluation.

I. Goal Identity
a. Identification of the goals of the ORR Common Ground
Project.

b. Identification of the goals of Stakeholders.
II. Design guidelines
a. Examine for what purposes data will be used.
b. Determine what CGP wants to be able to say with the
acquired data (Objectives).
c. Determine degree of credibility of data necessary for Project
success.

III. Strategies
a. Decide what types ofinstruments will be used.
b. Decide on measurement techniques.
c. Determine what tradeoffs will be necessary to achieve ideal goals.

rV. Formulation of questions
a. Identify and determine what information is necessary to capture
objectives.

b. Select appropriate categories for evaluation.
c. Develop questions.
d. Target questions for participating group(s).

V. Measurement

a. Decide which type ofinstrument best suits data collection..
b. Determine which measxarement technique is most appropriate for
each category.

c. Develop criteria for baseline measurements.

d. Develop criteria for time-extended measuring of responses.
VI. Data Collection

VII. Initial data analysis
VIII. Review ofinitial data analysis-Recommend changes in Process

where

warranted

DC. Further collection and analysis of data
X. Conclude study and submit report

Planning an effective evaluation takes careful thought and meticulous
attention to details-those which are anticipated and those which are not
readily recognized. Peter Rossi and Howard Freeman detail the planning

process in Evaluation a Systematic Approach. The authors suggest the

following issues be addressed when planning an evaluation:
• Identification of the goals of the organization sponsoring and

implementing the intervention, and of the other stakeholders involved.
• Assessment of the extent to which the actual conditions xmder which

the program (process) will operate hmit the realization of these goals.
• Development of a general framework or strategy for achieving the
desired goal by modifying conditions or behavior.
• Specification of necessary human and financial resources,

designation ofindividuals responsible for carrying out intervention activities
7

and creation of a schedule for meeting objectives [5].

Babbie concurs with the first of Rossi and Freeman's suggestions by saying,

"In setting up an evaluation, then, you must be sure you have constructed a
research design that clearly specifies the outcome of the program (process)

[6]. Specifying several different aspects of the desired outcome(s)is also
useful [6].

Evaluation assessment(EA)is akin to program evaluation, M.F. Smith

covers a typical EA procedime in Evaluation Assessment A Practical
Approach. Smith defines evaluation assessment as:

...a comprehensive and complex undertaking. Factors that
influence it include characteristics of the process itself, the

organizational context in which the EA is performed, and structural
and process features of its conduct" [71.

An EA has two primary outcomes:

• "Definition of a program's theory, i.e., underlying logic(cause and
effect relationships) and functional aspects (activities and resources)
with indications of types of evidence (performance indicators)for
determining when planned activities are implemented and when
intended and unintended outcomes are achieved.
• Identification of stakeholders awareness of and interest in a

program (process), i.e., their perceptions of what a program

(process)is meant to accomplish, their concerns/worries about a
program's (process') progress toward goal attainment, their perceptions
8

of adequacy of program (process)resources, and their interests in or
needs for evaluative information on a program (process)" [7].

Both of these desired outcomes should be defined before the EA takes place in

order for those designing and later assessing the evaluation to have
benchmarks for measuring the success or lack of success ofthe evaluation
subject.

Several authors, Smith included, emphasize that those in charge of the
program (process)should decide what parameters will signal success of the
program (process) being evaluated. Kosecoff and Fink also reiterate this
when they state,"Evaluation questions should not be the evaluator's
questions. Questions should come from who commissioned the evaluation or
those who will use the evaluation [4].

Kosecoff and Fink also point out that:
"Evaluations can make certain scholarly contributions in that they can
add to the store of knowledge about innovative programs (processes).

In fact, the main concern of evaluation research is a program or a

systematic effort to achieve certain expectations and change behavior,
attitudes and thought" [4].

This was particularly significant to the ORR Stakeholder Involvement
Process(ORRSIPT)evaluation team. By identifying the aspects ofthe

process which SH perceived most useful and informative I determined which
techniques to expand and which to modify or delete 9 e.g., sections II-IV).
9

Kosecoff and Fink list several components necessary for an evaluation to be
complete. These include:

• Formulating questions and standards

• selecting designs and sampling procedures
• collecting information
• analyzing information

• reporting information (22) [41
Each ofthese components will be covered in detail later.

Michael Patton also stresses in Qualitative Evaluation Methods the

importance of understanding and documenting the day to day reality of the
setting of the study. This will be particularly important to the ORRSIPT. By
keeping up with, and documenting current activities it will enable the
ORRSIPT to track and perhaps anticipate changes in attitudes towards the
process over the period of the study [8].

Kosecoff and Fink Hst 19 guidelines for an effective evaluation:
1. An evaluation must ask specific questions or test hypotheses about a
program (process).

2. Limit evaluation questions to those that will provide useful information
for the people who expect to act on the evaluation.
3. Every evaluation should ask questions about outcomes
• Have objections been met and to what extent?
• What if any unintended effects resulted?
10

4. Evaluations of large-scale programs should always ask questions about

costs and generalizability. -Is program (process) reproducible?
5. Standards of program (process) merit should be set for each evaluation
question.

6. Standards of merit MUST be set before any data collection begins. This

helps to avoid bias or perception of bias.
7. Evaluation standards must have scientific validity.
8. Select a design suited to each evaluation question.
9. For evaluation questions dealing with important issues or large-scale
studies, use a design that establishes causality. In this case a quasiexperimental design was suggested.

10. For each question, select a sample representative of the population to
which the findings will be applied.

11. Sample size should be determined by the extent of the effect that is
considered meaningful. Large sample sizes are preferable if pohcy and
decision makers are to be convinced of the legitimacy of findings. Large

samples are also helpful in detecting any unanticipated consequences.
12. Use instruments that are reliable, valid, and suited to the evaluation
question.

13. Use more that one method of collecting information when assessing
important issues.

14. Keep data collection as unobtrusive as possible (e.g., do not ask invasive
questions).

15. Use analysis techniques that are statistically sound and suited to the
quality of the data.

16. Interpret analysis results in terms of the evaluation questions and
11

standards.

17. Report techniques and results so they are meaningful to both the lay
person and the professional.
18. An evaluation report should answer the evaluation questions and explain
how each was arrived at.

19. Offer recommendations only on those aspects of a program that the

evaluation is specifically designed to study-and then only if asked to do so
[4].

Rossi and Freeman include the following in their evaluation planning
process:

• identification of the goals of the of the organization sponsoring and

implementing the intervention, and of the other stakeholders involved.
• assessment of the extent to which the actual conditions under which

the program (process) will operate limit the realization of these goals.
• the development of a general framework or strategy for achieving
the desired goals by modifying conditions or behavior.

• specification of necessary human and financial resources,
designation ofindividuals responsible for carrying out intervention
activities and creation of a schedule for meeting objectives [5].

I have followed these suggestions closely in the procedures for the evaluation.
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CHAPTERS

ORR FUTURE USE PROJECT EVALUATION PROCESS

This evaluation process was "iterative", which means that it was an ongoing

and flexible tool for measuring successful achievement of the goals set by the
Oak Ridge Reservation(ORR)Common Ground Project(OOP),rather than
post hoc (i.e., after its completion). The process for evaluation set forth in
this document is an "ideal", thus all portions may not be feasible for the CGP
as the evaluation process imfolded.

In implementing the evaluation component for the CGP,a 10 step process
was utilized. These 10 steps emerged from extensive literature review.

The following is a brief description of these steps:
I. Goal Identity: In cooperation with the CGP staff, the Evaluation Team

(ET)developed criteria for project evaluation [4].

They included as objectives, in addition to others, the process laid out by the
DOE in Partnering to Identify Future Uses. Goal identification provides the
benchmark for data analysis and is also a way to identify unintended

outcomes [7]. Documenting the intended and the realized is at the heart of

process evaluation. Thus, goal identification lays the foimdation for exposing
incongniities [31.

One of the purposes of the CGP process is to develop "...a structured means
to enhanced communication and coordination" [9]. This goal may he

achieved by employing the partnering concept as developed by the
13

Construction Industry Institute in 1987. Assessment of this goal is germane.

Another goal to be assessed is identified in the DOE Public Participation and
Stakeholder Involvement document. Because the SH involvement process is

site specific, "[t]he only requirement in the public outreach effort is that the
goals and objectives for an effective public participation program and
stakeholder involvement activity be addressed and successfully implemented"

[10]. Since stakeholder perception of participation effectiveness is crucial,
stakeholder concerns and worries about the process outcome warrant

attention and have been integral part of the study [7].

The ET,in cooperation with the CGP personnel, developed criteria for

measuring the success of the partnering concept and the effectiveness of the
public outreach program. Examples of evaluation questions- Do participants
feel included in the process? Have the participants had ample time and
information allotted in order for them to come to informed conclusions? Did

the process meet the SH expectations-if yes, how,if no, why not.

The goals and expectations of stakeholders, though a constraint upon the ET,
is also a criterion for evaluation. By identifying SH goals early in the CGP

process using questionnaire data collected at public meetings and through
mail/phone interviews, the ET has been able to do a follow up questionnaire
or interview after a suitable period of time has elapsed in an effort to gauge
the SH perceived effectiveness ofthe process.

II. Design Guidelines: After determination ofthe CGP goals the ET
14

developed means to collect data which meets the needs ofthe CGP
administrators. The issue of vahdity has been determined on an individual
assessment basis i.e., by taking a representative sample from each

designated group and collecting data. A random sampling technique of those
attending public meetings,focus groups, etc. was utilized. This method is
preferable due to its broad selection of process participants, its relative
unobtrusive nature, and the likelihood of acquiring data generalizable to the

group involved [11]. The random data collected will provide information on
how well established goals are being attained (e.g. levels of achievement)and
illustrate any shortcomings in the process which need to be addressed.

III. Strategies: The ET, after determining the most appropriate techniques
for measuring specific goals, selected measurement tools for each area.
Issues included the tradeoffs necessary to achieve the desired goals i.e., large

vs. small samples, qualitative vs. quantitative data, specific extensive

interviews vs. general interviews [8]. The ET decided upon both t5q)es of
data. The former comprised the extensive use of written comments by

respondents which were categorized for evaluation purposes.

IV. Formulation of Questions: Utilizing CGP guidelines to determine the
information necessary for a successful project the ET selected appropriate

categories for study [12]. In an effort to make certain the data is

comprehensible by all those involved the categories are somewhat general,
but targeted for the specific SH's responding. (See Appendix 1). Most

questions were actually statements, to which respondents were asked to
assent to their degree of agreement.
15

V. Measurement: After determining the best instnunent for data collection

the ET established measmement techniques and baselines for comparison of
data [13]. The ET's criteria wiU be based on the minimum goals set forth by
the CGP administrators. Some of the data has been amenable to

quantitative analysis, while other data, due to its subjective nature, has been
qualitative (see IV above).

VI. Data collection: This includes a variety of techniques, each considered
the best available technique(BAT)for that aspect of the Program under
evaluation. Mail surveys, have been used for interviews of elites. "On site"

questionnaires distributed at public meetings,focus groups and workshops
were also utilized.

VII & VIII. Initial Data Analysis-Review of Data Analysis &
Recommendations: These will serve as benchmarks for future data

evaluation, and as measures of the CGPs initial successes/shortcomings.

IX. Further Collection and Analysis of Data: Ongoing for each phase of
the assessment.

X. Conclude Study and Submit Report: Make final recommendations.

By utihzing this process the ET provided an informative and useful review of
the Common Ground Process. It is hoped that the evaluation of the CGP will
lead to a better Process in which the public will want to stay involved.
16

CHAPTER 4

METHODOLOGY

The goal of the Common Ground Process evaluation is to determine the
effectiveness of and confidence in each phase of the CGP. This is

accomplished by developing protocols based on the 10 point procedure covered
in the literature review, distributing the protocols following each activity,
collecting and analyzing the data.

Those responding are "targeted" or self-selected participants who are
considered external stakeholders in future land use options on the ORR.

Data utilized in this study was collected from participants in the workshop
and discovery groups held smroimding the CGP.

The self-administered questionnaires were distributed at these functions by

an appointed representative ofthe CGP team. Accompanying each protocol
was a self addressed stamped envelope returnable to The Energy,

Environment, and Resources Center at the University of Tennessee. This
method was chosen in an effort to minimize the "contamination" which could

occur if respondents were asked to fill the protocols out at the site ofthe
activity where presenters and peers were present. This method also allowed

the respondent time for reflection on the information received during the
CGP activity and an opportunity to give thoughtfiil consideration to their

responses. Recognizing that those who participate in these activities have
many demands on their time was also a factor in choosing this method to
collect data. It was hoped that the response rate would be greater and the
17

validity ofthose responses higher if those involved could thoughtfully respond
to the questionnaires when they had ample time.

The protocol response rate indicates that this technique was successful in this
study. Of69 workshop participants 45 returned the sxirveys for a 65%
response rate. Thirty of50 discovery group participants returned the simvey
instrument for a 60% response rate. These high rates of response indicate

that the participants were interested in the outcome ofthe CGP,and felt
some "ownership" of this public policy decision making process

The protocols utilized an ordinal rating scale for determining the confidence
level in the CGP after participation in whichever phase ofthe Process the

respondent was involved. Each participant was asked to rank responses to
the statements contained in the protocol on an ordinal scale offive(5)to one

(1), with five being the highest rating and one the lowest. Not apphcable
(NA)was also an option. For the purposes of this paper, ratings of4 or 5 are

considered high or very favorable, 3 is considered average, and 2 and 1 low,
or less favorable.

Bilateral responses were solicited on questions where appropriate.
Statements utilizing Yes or No responses included; I would like to see more

of this type of communication,included in both the workshop and discovery

group protocols; I will encourage others to take part in the Common Ground

18

Process, and; I plan to take part in future Common Ground Process
workshops.

Four issues are examined in depth. Understanding ofthe issues covered in

the workshop or presentation. Confidence in the Common Ground Process
before attending or participating in a workshop or discovery group.

Confidence after participation in a CGP activity, and perceived overall
effectiveness of the format in which the respondent participated. Data for
each of these were rated on a ordinal basis,from 5 to 1, with non-applicable
(NA)also being an optional response.

Those taking part in the CGP workshops were self-selected. They were
informed ofthe workshops by newspaper ads, mailouts, radio and television

spots, or by attending presentations designed to inform targeted groups of the
existence of the CGP and participatory opportimities surrounding the

process. Discovery group participants were chosen after having expressed
interest in a specific issue surrounding the process; i.e. environmental

quality, cultural issues, agricultural concerns, economic development,
recreational opportunities, tourism development, and employment potential.
Many of those participating learned of the opportunity to do so from

presentations, responses to newspaper advertisements siirrounding the
process, or fi-om an employer or fnend. Numbers of participants in each
group ranged from 8 to 15.
19

Protocols were developed for each type of group(Appendix 1). The
instruments were handed out at the end of the each session and were

accompanied by a postage paid envelope retm-nable to the CGP evaluation
team at the University of Tennessee.

The responses were anonymous and included demographic information in an
effort to gain insights into factors affecting participant perceptions.

Demographic information included age, ethnicity, education level, household
income, housing status, marital status, whether or not the respondent has
children under 18, and proximity to the Oak Ridge Reservation (ORR).

Evaluation criteria included the participants perceived clarity of CGP

information, whether or not it was clear where to get more information about
the CGP,inchnation to participate in future CGP activities, confidence in the

process before and after participation, and the overall perceived effectiveness
of the format participated in. Other issues such as the desire to see more

communication of the type participated in, and whether or not the participant

wovild encourage others to take part in CGP activities were also included in

the protocol. A space for comments was also provided. The comments are
located in Appendix 2.

20

CHAPTER 5

RESULTS

While much information was collected in this study the focus is on these four

issues because they get to the heart of what the Common Ground Process
team wanted to accomplish. Was the CGP Team successful at imparting
their information in an imderstandable manner, were they successful at

building confidence in their constituency, and which format was the most
effective at imparting information and retaining participants?

This paper examines these four issues and includes the results from the
workshops and the discovery groups. To what extent participation helped the
respondent to better imderstand the issues surrounding the CGP,confidence
in the CGP before and after participation, and the overall effectiveness of the
format. An analysis is also imdertaken between workshop participants.

They are divided into two categories; those living less than 5 miles from the
Oak Ridge Reservation and all other respondents in an effort to determine
whether proximity to the ORR has any bearing on the responses.

Forty-five of the workshop participants firom 6 groups at various locations in
East Tennessee responded to the evaluation protocol. This was a 65%

response rate. Those responding overwhelmingly felt(87%)that their
participation in the workshop helped them to better imderstand the issues
surrounding the CGP. Ofthe 87% more than half ofthose responding rated
their response at level 4 or 5. See Table 1.
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TABLE 1

Issues By Format

Better Understand

Confidence

Issues

Before

WS

DG

(N-^5)

(N-30)

WS

Confidence

Format
Effectiveness

After

DG

WS

DG

WS

DG

Response

100%

2%
13%
49%
25%
2%
9%
100%

0%
17%
57%
27%
0%
0%
101%

9%
33%
47%
7%
4%
0%
100%

10%
67%
10%
10%
3%
0%
100%

13%
56%
18%
7%
4%
0%
98%

30%
43%
17%
0%
3%
6%
99%

4.0

2.6

2.9

3.4

3.7

3.7

3.9

5
4
3
2
1
NA/none
Total

20%
51%
16%
9%
2%
2%
100%

37%
33%
13%
7%
3%
7%

MEAN

3.8

[WS=Workshop DG=Discovery Group]

(5-Highest or Most Positive, 1-Lowest or Least Positive, NA/none-Non-Applicable or No Answer)
{All percentages are rounded}

Fifty individuals participated in the Discovery Group format and 30 returned
the evaluation protocol for a 60% response rate. Eighty—three percent of

those participating in the discovery groups felt that their participation helped
to improve their understanding of the CGP with 70% of those rating their
response at level 4 or 5. When comparing the responses of participants in
workshops and discovery groups to this statement it is notable that discovery
group participants found their xmderstanding highly improved (5) more so
han those in workshops. Of discovery group participants 37% ofthe

responses were 5, while the workshops elicited only a 20% rating of 5. See
Table 1.

This indicates that while the workshop format is effective in clarifying issues

surrounding the CGP,the discovery group format is more effective. This may

be in part due to the focus ofthe discovery group on specific issues and also to
the more intimate contact with the discovery group facilitators and fellow

participants. The smaller number of self-selected participants involved in
the discovery groups had prior knowledge of the CGP and thus were already
somewhat knowledgeable of the process. These factors and participants
commitment to the process made them more receptive to information

received. The favorable response of many of the participants is reflected in
comments solicited on the evaluation form. (See Appendix 2).

Confidence was measmed in an effort to determine whether participation in

the activity helped to build trust and faith in the process. This was deemed
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pertinent because of the legacy of mistrust held by many residents in DOE
and its contractors.

Ofthe workshop respondents 64% had an average or high level of confidence

in the process before participating. The majority(49%)rating their confidence
at 3, which is average, with 15% rating initial confidence at a higher level, 4
or 5. Twenty-seven percent rated their confidence in the process as low, 2 or

1, with 9% selecting the non-applicable response,indicating they had no
feelings about confidence before attending the activity. The mean score
response was 2.6. See Table 1.

The majority of discovery group participants(57%)also fell into the average
category(3)before participation. Those with higher confidence(4 or 5), were
17% ofrespondents, with none rating their confidence at 5. Low (2 or 1),
confidence in the process was indicated by 27%, with no one giving a non-

applicahle response. This may be due to the fact that most, if not all ofthose
participating in the discovery groups had some prior exposure to the process.
The mean score of discovery group participants was 2.9 before attending a
discovery session. See Table 1.

Confidence in the process increased after participation in hoth groups. While
the majority of workshop participants, 47%,remained in the average(3)

category, those with higher confidence,4 or 5,increased significantly. There
was a 20 percentage point increase,from 13% to 33%,in those who rated
there confidence as high (4), with only a 7 point increase,from 2% to 9%,in
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those rating there confidence as very high (5). The percentages ofthose with
low confidence, 2 or 1, decreased trom 27% to 11%. The mean score of

workshop participants increased by less than 1 point to 3.4. See Table 1.
Discovery group participation had a much more dramatic effect on the
confidence of the participants. After attending a session higher confidence in

the process increased from 17% to 77%, with a 50 percentage point increase of
those with higher confidence(4)and a 10 percentage point increase in those

rating their confidence as very high (5). While a ten point increase in those
with very high confidence in some cases might be considered minimal, this
increase is at the least socially significant here due to the fact that the

percentage with very high confidence (5)before participation was 0%. See
Table 1.

Low confidence in the process, 2 or 1, decreased by 14% after attending a

discovery group. The 13% who continued to have low confidence in the

process may be attributable to the dissatisfaction of some participants to the
make up of the group they were a part of, and to their perceived

monopolization of the group by one or two fellow participants(See Appendix
2). The increase in the mean score was the same as for workshops,.8,from
2.9 to 3.7.

When comparing the increase in confidence between workshops and discovery

groups, it is ascertained that the discovery group format is a much better
confidence builder among participants. This increase may also be
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attributable to the focus on a particular subject matter within the discovery

group format, and to the intimacy of the smaller group setting.

The effectiveness of the format was also measured. Sixty—nine percent of

workshop participants found the format favorable(4 or 5), with 18% rating
workshop effectiveness average (3). 56% percent of participants rated the
format at 4(high), with 13% giving the workshop format a very high (5)

rating. Those with less than favorable ratings(2 or 1)of the workshop format
numbered 11%. The mean response was 3.7 out of 5. See Table 1.

Discovery group participants rated the effectiveness of that format higher,
with 30% rating the effectiveness very high (5), 43% at high (4), at 17%
average (3). Unfavorable ratings(2 and NA)were only 3% ofthose
responding. A mean score of 3.9 was observed. See Table 1.

Although the mean scores between the workshops and the discovery groups

varied by only 2 tenths of 1 percent the discovery group appears to be a more
effective format due to the lower numbers of those with less than favorable

responses and the higher percentage of those with most favorable (5)
responses.

In an attempt to determine whether those living less than five miles irom the
ORR felt more negatively about the process than those living more than five
miles from the Reservation, a comparison of Workshop participants was done.
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The distance from the ORR was determined from responses contained in the

demographic information, and the results cross tabulated. The four issues
compared are understanding of the issues, confidence before and after
attending the workshop, and overall effectiveness ofthe workshop format. A
chi square test for significance was then run. None ofthe issues examined
were statistically significant.

There were 24 participants living less than 5 miles from the ORR and 21

participants residing greater than 5 miles from the ORR. When comparing
responses to "The workshop helped me to better understand the issues
covered", those living less than five miles from the ORR gave the workshop a

high rating(4 or 5), with 13% rating their understanding average (3). Those
with less favorable(2 or 1)were 21% of participants, and 4% chose NA. The

mean score of those living less than five miles from the ORR was three (3).
See Table 2.

Ofthe 21 participants living greater than 5 miles from the ORR 81% rated
their understanding high(4 or 5), with 19% rating their imderstanding

average (3). No one rated imderstanding unfavorable(2 or 1). This group
had a mean score offour (4)on this issue. See Table 2. The more favorable

responses by those living greater than five miles from the reservation may be
due in part to lesser expectations of the participants. Those residing within
five miles of the ORR may be more critical of the information received

because many have greater and more intimate knowledge of the workings of
the DOE complex and thus felt the information they received was not specific
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TABLE 2

Issues Comparison By Distance

Better Understand
Issues

WS

(N=24)
<5

Confidence
After

Confidence
Before
WS

WS

>5

<5

>5

WS

WS

Format
Effectiveness

WS

WS

WS

>5

<5

>5

4%
25%
58%
4%
8%
0%
99%

14%
43%
33%
10%
0%
0%
100%

8%
54%
17%
13%
8%
0%
100%

19%
57%
19%
0%
0%
5%
100%

3.1

3.6

3.4

4.0

(N=21)

Resnonse
5
4
3
2
1
NA/none
Total

17%
46%
13%
17%
4%
4%
101%

24%
57%
4%
0%
0%
14%
99%

4%
17%
46%

25%
8%
0%
100%

0%
10%
52%
24%
5%
10%
101%

MEAN

3.0

4.0

2.8

2.5

<5

[WS=Workshop]

(5-Highest or Most Positive, 1-Lowest or Least Positive, NA/none-Non-Applicable or No Answer)
{All percentages are rounded}

enough. This is also reflected by participant's written comments(See
Appendix 2).

When comparing confidence before attending the workshop between the two

groups those having high confidence(4 or 5)were 21% of those living less
than 5 miles from the ORR, with only 10% of those greater than 5 miles

rating their confidence as high (4). The majority of participants in both

groups rated their confidence as average(3)with 46% ofthose living less than
5 miles choosing this response and 52% of those living further than 5 miles
listing confidence as average. See Table 2.

Low confidence(2 or 1) was related by 25% of those closest to the site with 8%

revealing they had no expectations(NA)of the process before attending the
workshop. Twenty-nine percent of those who reside greater than five miles
from the ORR rated their confidence as low (2 or 1), with 10% having no prior

expectations(NA). The means on this issue are comparable with those less
than five miles from the ORR having a mean score of 2.8, and those living

greater than five miles averaging 2.5. See Table 2.
Confidence after attending the workshop differs significantly between the two

groups. After the workshop, those hving less than five miles from the ORR
with a high(4 or 5)rating of confidence is 29%, while 57% ofthose living

greater than five miles had a favorable response. The majority of

participants nearer to the ORR had an average(3)rating of confidence after
attending a workshop with 33% of other participants responding similarly.
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The number of less than favorable(2 or 1) between the groups is comparable,
with 12% of those closest to the Reservation and 10% of others rating their
confidence at this level. See Table 2.

A comparison of the mean scores between the two data sets does reflect a
difference in confidence building levels after attending the workshop. While

those living less than five miles from the ORR mean confidence level
increased only .3 of a percentage point,(2.8 to 3.1), those living greater than 5
miles mean score increased 1.1 percentage points from 2.5 to 3.6. This is due

in part to skepticism on the part of those living closest to the Reservation and
is reflected in the comments (see Appendix 2).

The effectiveness ofthe workshop format varied somewhat between the two

groups. Those living within five miles found the format highly effective(4 or
5)60% of the time, while those hving greater than 5 miles rated the workshop

effectiveness high(4 or 5)76% of the time. The greatest discrepancy between
the two groups was in the rating oflow effectiveness. Those living nearest

the reservation gave the workshop an ineffective rating(2 or 1)21%, while

the respondents living further from the ORR rated the format ineffective 0%
of the time. Less than 20% of both groups gave the workshops an average
rating (3). See Table 2.

The mean scores of the two groups are comparable with the respondents

living less than five miles having a score of 3.4, and those living greater than
five miles coming in at 4. The difference in the high ratings between the two
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groups is a reflection of the workshops not meeting the expectations ofthe
audience and is reflected in the comments(Appendix 2).

In an effort to determine whether distance from the ORR had an effect on the

responses of Discovery Group and Workshop attendees, contingency tables
were utihzed and a chi square test for significance run. The four issues
discussed above were tested.

The following Figure shows the results of cross tabulation. The chi square
tests revealed,in all cases, that distance from the ORR had no bearing on the
issues examined and the results are statistically independent. If participants

are likely to reject or endorse the process, it was due to issues other than
distance from Oak Ridge.

Those participating in the both phases ofthe Process were very similar in
most of the demographic categories. Table 3 reveals the means of all

demographic categories. While the age disbursement was somewhat equal the
remaining categories were somewhat skewed. Ofthe workshop participants
93% were Caucasian,five (5) percent Native American, and two(2)percent
indicated Other as their ethnic origin. Discovery Group participants were

likewise divided with 97% being Caucasian and three (3) percent indicating
Other.
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A: Better Understand Issues
>5 miles

<5 miles

# responses

# responses

High

28

34

High-5,4,

Low

3

6

Low—3,2,1

B: Confidence Before Participation
<5

>5

High

5

8

High-5,4

Average

19

20

Average-3

Low

10

14

Low-2,1

C; Confidence After Participation
<5

>5

High

16

26

High-5,4

Average

15

9

Average—3

Low

3

6

Low—2,1

D: Effectiveness of Format
<5

>5

High

23

30

High-5,4

Low

10

10

Low—3,2,1
FIGURE 1

Issues Comparison By Proximity to ORR
Discovery GroupAVorkshop Participants
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TABLES

Demographic Averages

Age

Ethnicity

Education

Employ.

HH Inc.

Housing

Marital

<18

Proximity

2.2

3.14

8.40

2.00

4.25

1.21

1.20

1.70

2.67

Response Categories:

Age: 18-35 (1): 36-50(2): 51+(3)
Ethnicity: African-American (1): Asian-American (2): Caucasian (3): Hispanic-American(4): Native
American (5): Other (6)
Education Level: 9(1): 10 (2): 11(3): 12(4): 13(5): 14(6): 15(7): 16(8): 16+(9)

Emplo3nnent Status: Full Time Outside Home(1): Part Time Outside Home (2): Self-Employed (3)
Retired (4): Other (5)

Household Income: -$20,000(1): $20,001-$30,000(2): $30,001-$40,000(3): $40,001-$50,000(4)
$50,001+(5)
Housing: Own Home (1): Rent(2): Other(3)
Marital Status: Married (1): Not Married (2)
Children Under 18: Yes(1): No (2)

Proximity to ORR: Less Than 5 Miles(1): 5-10 Miles (2): 11-15 Miles(3): 16-20 Miles (4): 21-25 Miles(5)
26+ Miles (6)

(Numbers in parentheses indicate value assigned for data analysis)

The other demographic findings were similarly unremarkable. Seventy(70)

percent of those participating in either the Discovery Groups or the
Workshops had more than 16 years of education. Sixty-two (62) percent were

employed fixll-time outside the home, with 65% of the respondents indicating
a household income greater than $50,001.

Eighty(80) percent of participants were married, 37% had children xmder 18,
and 84% owned their home. While none ofthese findings reflect the diversity

which would be preferable to insure the involvement and input ofthose

potentially affected by the outcome of the Process, they are not surprising.
Most participants, by virtue of education level and income, would be
considered elites, and as such tend to be more involved in community

activities, tend to want their voice to be heard, and have more time to devote
to their interests. See Appendix 3.
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CHAPTERS

CONCLUSION

Public participation in the public policy process is not new and the results of
this study show that given the opportunity to have input into decisions which
affect their conmumity, many people will take advantage. This is reflected in

the response rates of the two participating groups, a 65% response rate to the
evaluation protocol by Workshop participants, and a 60% response rate by

those taking part in the Discovery Groups. This is an indication not only of
the interest and commitment ofthose participating in the CGP,but a
reflection of the participants "buying" into and acknowledging some

ownership ofthe process as is reflected in many of the participants
comments. This assertion is also supported by the number of those who

indicated they would continue to take part in Common Groxmd Process
activities. Ofthose responding to the statement,"I plan to take part in futxrre

CGP workshops," 91% responded yes, with 7% responding no, and 2 had no
response.

The data indicates that those participating felt they had a much clearer

understanding of the issues surrounding the CGP after participation(87% for
Workshop participants and 83% of Discovery Group participants). These
also show that those presenting the information were not only doing so in an
effective manner,they were able to achieve this goal in different forums.

Due to the legacy of secrecy smrounding the ORR,and the mistrust by many
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residents ofthe area toward those in charge of DOE operations, confidence in

the CGP before and after participation in the process is an integral part of

this study. Although the majority of those participating in both formats went
into the activity with an average degree of confidence in the process both

groups confidence increased after participation. This may be a reflection of
their better imderstanding of the issues involved and also the participants

perceived willingness of the presenters to answer questions and to clarify
points for the participants.

Although some of the written comments indicate a dissatisfaction "with the
way the Workshops were conducted, by and large, most respondents were

positive and many indicated an interest in being kept informed about the
process and upcoming avenues for participation. Skepticism was also
reflected by a number of participants with some indicating their lack of
believability that DOE was sincere in their efforts to include public input into
the final decisions made surrounding the CGP. Comments by some Discovery

Group participants reflect many positive aspects ofthe format, but criticize
the lack of diversity among participants. It is this lack of diversity which

may lead to future problems when decisions concerning future land use are
announced. This lack of diversity is reflected in the demographic makeup of
the participants.

The effectiveness ofthe format participated in was rated highly by each

group. Again, this may be a reflection of good preparation and planning on
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the part of those in charge of the CGP, particularly since most participants

had previous exposure to CGP activities and thus went into the activity with
certain expectations. Even though some had a criticism of the process most
indicated that for the most part their participation was a positive experience,
and the data collected verifies this(69% of Workshop participants and 73% of

Discovery Groups rating the format effectiveness high-5 or 4).
The demographic breakdown of participants adds credibility to those

commenting on the lack of diversity among participants. A clear majority of
those taking part had more than a Bachelor's degree and 67% ofthe
respondents having an income of $50,001+ yearly indicated that many of
those affected by any decisions smrounding future land use options on the
ORE did not participate in the CGP. This ultimately could lead to the very

things those in charge ofthe process were trying to avoid when plans are

implemented, such as litigation and conummity outrage at not being
"included" in the decision making process.

The results of this case study reveal a willingness of commimity members to

participate in the public policy decision making process surrounding the
Common Ground Process. The data and comments also shows that

participants want to remain informed and involved. In these respects the
Common Ground Process Team was successful in their attempts to captmre

and retain community members in the Process, but their efforts to involve a

representative sample of the ORE conununity fell far short.
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In this case study the evaluation of the process was valuable to those heading
the Conunon Ground Process. Not only did the evaluation process provide
them with the information needed to improve the ongoing Process, it

provided data which can be utilized to improve future Common Ground
Process activities.

While this evaluation ofthe Common Ground Process finds that those who

participated,in general, approved of the Process, it must be kept in mind that
the participants do not reflect the general population. This is supported by
the demographic findings which show that the majority of participants had
more than a bachelor's degree and had more than $50,001 income yearly.

Also, those who participated, self-selected themselves to participate after
learning of the opportunity to do so through various sources including their
employer and media som-ces.

The Conunon Groimd Process Team,if they wish to diversify the participants

in the Process, need to look at other means of reaching and involving

potential stakeholders. Targeting a population which is more

demographically diverse may be an alternative, but again, the self-selection

process would come into play. More tj^es of outreach, such as flyers in
stores, libraries and schools, and general informational mailings to the
community might be an alternative and attract a more representative
population to Process activities.
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This study reveals that the CGP did work as it was intended, but only for the
self-selected population who took part. Their efforts at involving
stakeholders from all facets ofthe community fell far short. If this popiilation

had taken part in the Process the outcome of the evaluation may have been

quite different. Would their opinions have been seriously heard and
considered? Would the confidence level in the Process have been different

had a more diverse population been represented?

If the Common Groimd Process Team is sincere in their assertions that they

want the future land use options decisions on the Oak Ridge Reservation to

represent all of the stakeholders in the community,then they must,in the
next phase, make a concerted effort to reach them. Ifthey do not, they have
fallen short of their primary goal and risk confrontation and litigation in the
future.
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APPENDIX 1

COMMON GROUND PROCESS
WORKSHOP EVALUATION

The following evaluation form is intended as a tool to collect information from participants in the Public Workshops
surrounding the Common Ground Process. The information provided will be used to improve the Process, so
niease rate each statement thouohtfullv. A space for comments and individual input is provided on the back

of the evaluation form. Please help to make this Process a better one, by sharing your ideas and suggestions.
For your convenience a postage paid return envelope is provided.

Please rate the following statements on a scale of five (5) to one (1). Five (5) being the highest rating and one (1) the
lowest rating.

1 LOW

5 HIGH

1. The information I expected to be covered was discussed.

5

3

NA

2. The information presented was clear and understandable.

5

3

NA

3. The information presented was adequate in detail.

5

3

NA

4. The workshop helped me to better understand the issues covered.

5

3

NA

5. My questions were adequately answered.

5

3

NA

6. The workshop leaders were interested in my input.

5

3

NA

7. There was ample time for discussion.

5

3

NA

8. I would like to see more of this type of communication.

YES

NO

YES

NO

YES

NO

in the Common Ground Process.

5

3

NA

12 . Now I rate my confidence in the Common Ground Process.

5

3

NA

13. Overall, the workshop was effective.

5

3

NA

9. I will encourage others to take part in the
Common Ground Process.

10. I plan to take part in future Common Ground Process
workshops.

11. Before I attended the workshop I would rate my confidence

PERSONAL INFORMATION

(Please Circle)
AGE:

18-35

36-50

51+

ETHNICriY:

African-American

Asian-American

Caucasian

Native-American

Other

EDUCATION:

EMPLOYMENT STATUS:

Hispanic -American

Circle Highest Level: 9-10-11-12-13-14-15-16-16+

Full time outside home-Part time outside home-Self Employed
Retired-Other

HOUSEHOLD INCOME:

-$20,000

$20.001-$30,000

$40,001-$50,000

$50,001+

HOUSING:

Own Home

Rent

MARITAL STATUS:

Married

Not Married

CHILDREN UNDER 18:

YES

I LIVE:

Less Than 5 miles
16-20 miles

$30,001-$40.000

Other

NO
5-10 miles

21-25 miles

11-15 miles

26+ miles from the Oak Ridge Reservation

Please share any other comments or suaaestmns-

THANK YOU

DISCOVERY GROUP EVALUATION

This evaluation form is intended to collect information from Discovery Group participants in the

Common Ground Process. The information you provide will be used to improve the Common GroundProcess,
so please rate each statement thouohtfullv. A space for comments and individual input is provided on the back
of the evaluation form. Please help to make this Process a better one, by sharing your Ideas and suggestions.
For your convenience a postage paid return envelope is provided.

Please rate the following statements on a scale of five (5) to one (1). Five (5) being the highest rating and one (1) the
lowest rating.

PLEASE RATE THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS:

5-HIGHEST

I. The information I expected to be covered was discussed.

5

4

3

2

NA

2 The information presented was clear and understandable.

5

4

3

2

NA

3. The information presented was adequate in breadth of topics.

5

4

3

2

NA

4. The information presented was adequate in detail.

5

4

3

2

NA

5. The session helped me to better understand the issues covered.

5

4

3

2

NA

5

4

3

2

NA

7. My questions were adequately answered.

5

4

3

2

NA

8. I felt the discussion group leaders were interested in my input.

5

4

3

2

NA

1-LOWEST

6. The session provided adequate opportunity for interaction with
other participants and facilitators.

9. I would like to see more of this type of communication.

YES

NO

10. Before I attended the discovery group I would rate my confidence
in the Common Ground Process.

II. Now I rate my confidence in the Common Ground Process.

5

4

3

2

NA

5

4

3

2

NA

5

4

3

2

NA

12. Overall, the discovery group format is an effective means of
communication.

PERSONAL INFORMATION

(Please Circle)

AGE:

18-35

36-50

51+

ETHNICITY:

African-American

Asian-American

Native-American

Other

Caucasian

Hispanic -American

EDUCATION:

Circle Highest Level: 9-10-11-12-13-14-15-16-16+

EMPLOYMENT STATUS:

Full time outside home-Part time outside home-Self Employed-Retired-Other

HOUSEHOLD INCOME:

- $20,000

$20,001-$30,000

$30,001-$40,000

$50,0001 +

$40,001-$50,000

Other

HOUSING:

Own Home

Rent

MARITAL STATUS:

Married

Not Married

CHILDREN UNDER 18:

YES

PROXIMITY TO ORR:

Less Than 5 miles

NO
5-10 miles
20-25 miles

15-20 miles

10-15 miles
25+ miles

LEARNED ABOUT THE OPPORTUNITY TO PARTICIPATE IN THE DISCOVERY GROUPS FROM:
Presentation

Television

Newspaper

Employer

Friend

Interview

Other (please list)

Please share anv other comments or suggestions:

THANK YOU

APPENDIX 2

DISCOVERY GROUP
COMMENTS BREAKDOWN

Process Comments:

1. Please keep us informed of the outcome of this process—as in how it impacts

future decisions about ORR property (public lands).

2. Small discussion groups good approach but not enough time to interact

with group members. Makeup of the group was good representing a depth of

knowledge and balance.

3. Although I commend their inclusions and would not suggest their removal,

some of the final recommendations will, I fear, encounter some rough jolts

when they encounter the reality ofthe real world! Don't change anything-it

is a healthy venture. Thanks for letting me sit in.

4. The session was well planned and carried out. Leader was an excellent
group facilitator.

5. The group activity was both interesting and intriguing. Hook forward to
more interactions. I also look forward to seeing the evolution ofthe project.

6. The size of the Discovery Group was very good-The 8-10 size is small

enough for everyone to interact-Yet large enough for a wide range of opinions
and issues to be addressed. Members fi-om the different commiinities was
good also.

7. Excellent experience. Very worthwhile. I was impressed that DOE cared
enough for my input. I would definitely enjoy doing this again. Thanks!
Criticisms/Suggestions:

8. Discovery groups may not include wide enough range of people to extract
all concerns,including lowest-levels ofinterest or income or very negative
attitudes, wanting to block rather than participate. Did not see any
minorities in sample, or retail or industrial(non-DOE, private sector)in my

group. Ultimately-are decisions as to Reservation very sensitive or only
slightly sensitive to local input? Is it not true that world events,in N Korea

or China or Pakistan or Brazil,for example, could override all the input of
local citizens at these meetings concerning what technologies and processes
and lands are used, on ORR?
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9. Modify black and white map of"The Oak Ridge Reservation Today" by
using 1) parallel slashes, Xs, asterisks, etc. to denote different colors for
clarification-e.g., the TVA peninsula & Bear Creek Industrial Park (city of
OR unreadable) appear to be DOE Primary Buildings and Structures. The
TVA peninsula is listed as industrial property for sale by the City of Oak
Ridge. Also, denote that NW property W of Chnch River is privately owned
city industrial property, the Boeing property.

2)Oak Ridge City Boundary-Needs to be bolder •—•,especially where it
overlaps other lines such as Melton Hill Lake on east and west and on
northern portion. "Oak Ridge City Boundary "appears in top NE positionadd "Oak Ridge City Boundary" to east, south, west and top northwest(NW)
to emphasize fully that the Oak Ridge Reservation is within the Oak Ridge
City Boundary limits.

10.1 thought that although interesting to other participants, a special
interest group with a certain agenda could in fact sway the outcome of all
groups. I felt that the agricultural discovery groups input should have
focused primarily on problems & solutions in ag. I realize that cause and

effect of all concerns mentioned affect agriculture but much ado was given to

attracting industry & funding it which perhaps should not have been a major

concern of a group involved in agriculture.

11. Major complaint: 1 was part of a group selected (I did not seek out the
opportunity, but was asked)to discuss agriculture. The discussion should

have been restricted to that topic. Since it was not,far too much time was

spent in vague philosophizing, and the discussion was dominated by the one
non-agricultural person in the group.

12. Reservation information given
50% unsuitable for development
50% contaminated

39% National environmental research park

The above numbers would infer there is little to no land suitable for

development within the boundaries of the reservation.
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WORKSHOP
rOMMENTS BREAKDOWN

Process Comments:

1. It was not a workshop. Splitting into small groups for discussion and
sharing ideas is a better way to get ideas than answering questions. By
putting ideas on flip charts for different areas there was no way to give

relative importance between areas or to rank those given.

2. 1 had expected (based on meeting annoxmcement)that the meeting would

include break-out into groups to discuss participants different perspectives
on future land use. However, the "innovator" feedback was effective in
providing a sense ofinteraction w/ other participants.

3. People appeared to enjoy using The Innovator. More in-depth questions
could have been asked though. The format was excellent; use of process

(stickies). Suggestions: do not use an auditorium or gymnasium (soxmd,

lighting too formal-lend to the opposite atmosphere than 1 think you wanted).
Because your audience is Oak Ridge—the level of detail could have been more
exact (i.e., where on ORE will land use be an issue, where is the
contamination that could be remediated vs. not, etc.?)

4. It was not clear what your goals were for the workshops. Nor how the
activities might help in achieving those goals. My understanding of Common
Ground was only slightly improved. You seemed to have only obtained a

general impression of the interests ofthe audiences. These things would

have been achieved by mail or video or mail sinweys. Have a program
available at the local TV or other (unreadable).

5. Public should be kept informed between workshops.

6. The process is very good. 1 am skeptical of how much good it is given to
the ivory tower in Washington.

7. Impressed with interest and everyone's ideas.

8. Please keep in communications with participants and show us with your
mail outs that you are paying attention to our input and ideas.
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9. This wovild be valuable to do in Knox County again-Big revenue base in
Knox is involved ifindustrialization takes place.

10. We need to have more meetings in this area. We need to have

(unreadable) of the public to beard the reports on(what is tbeir) we really
don't know. Thanks for a very good program by M/M Corp.

Criticisms/Suggestions:
11. I bad and have a lack of understanding of the concept, and many others
seemed to share my confusion. What options does DOE have concerning land
use? Doubtless this has been considered, but perhaps not in public. So, I
doubt that many in the 11/29 group knew that DOE decisions they were
trying to make input into.

12. I felt that questions from the audience were misunderstood by the
introductory speakers; they seemed imable(xmwilbng?)to comprehend what
were to me fairly straight forward questions. As a result the answers were
unsatisfying and imresponsive to the question. I feel this harmed the entire
workshop.

13. Poor kick—off(start). Need clear visuals to support opening statements.

VG ofspeakers name/credentials of objective (s). "Don't stumble through
(imreadable)speeches!" Hand a mike to each person asking questions. Make
sure the size of the room fits the crowd.

14. Still not sure bow this information you received from group will be used
and weighed against other groups'responses. Who is on the Common Ground
Process team? How will this information be used? Use of the technology
seemed somewhat removed. Would like to have seen some interaction among

participants at this point in the process.

15. I bad expected (based on meeting announcement)that the meeting would

include break-out into groups to discuss participants different perspectives
on future land use. However, the "innovator" feedback was effective in
providing a sense ofinteraction w/ other participants.

16. I find it(nearly?)impossible to believe that public input will have a
significant effect in determining what utilization of government owned
property in the Oak Ridge reservation will really be. Such decisions would
seem to me to be made by a combination of circumstances (e.g. war!) and
political pressures. Political pressures do seem to have components ofinput
from the public, though special interests seem to predominate.

Having vented that fhistration (?), I still that there is value to DOE & other
pohcy—makers seeking public input as exemplified by the Common Ground
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Process, and I hope to give that process some attention and thought as it

proceeds. Perhaps the ideas presented will, at least, help the "movers and

shakers" avoid some of the more disastrous possibilities, as well as at least

considering some of the more esoteric and exotic ones. Would that I felt(able
qualified) to make "esoteric or exotic" proposals!

17. The workshop struck me as basically a "feel good" session for the natives
and I don't believe anyone in authority is really serious about the results.

DOE is going to plan for the next 100 years-or the next Secretary of Energy?
Who will pay for all the recreation that was suggested? Who will keep the
hikers or himters out of the restricted areas? Who will yell if the state of

Tenn decides it would he a good place to build a prison? It is easy to he for
recreation or nature if no price tag is attached; this was probably the biggest
omission in the workshop.

18. For Common Ground to really lead it must look hevond current days and
understanding! You say 20 to 100 years, but do you consider the GREAT
changes that will occur in EVERYTHING even in just the next 20 years. The

nature ofthe DOE work on the reservation is alreadv changing (within 5

years)from production and long term research to storage and remedy the
past. Looking 20 to 100 years into the future requires VISION beyond what

is acceptable today.

19. In order to properly stimulate discussion from workshop participants, a
variety of straw-man proposals for scope and detailed content of the
December 1995 report should be presented to the participants (audience).
The invitation and opportunity for input from the audience was too xmguided
and unstructured. The direct questions to the audience were too simple and

general. More output"from the stage"-even if objectionable, controversial,
etc.-would be more evocative, hence better.

20. Process fine, but I believe it's just to pacify some requirement DOE must

fulfill The individuals at the workshop listened to the public's ideas, but I
hesitate to believe that the ideas will actually be considered by DOE for
future uses.

21. There are two aspects of the process that I would like to comment on. 1) I

am not pleased that the good information you are collecting is going to he sent
to DOE-HQ for their apparent "decision". 2) The representation that you are
achieving in your meetings is so limited that I question its validity.
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APPENDIX 3

OFMOGRAPHICS

Workshop Participants

Discovery Group Participants

AGE:

AGE:

51+

36-50
18-35

18
17
8

51+

36-50
18-35

12
14
4

EDUCATION LEVEL:

EDUCATION LEVEL:

16+YEARS 28
Others
15

16+ Years
Others

EMPLOYMENT:

EMPLOYMENT STATUS:

Full Time

Full Time

Outside
Home
Others

22
19

Outside
Home:
Others

22
6

21
7

INCOME LEVEL:

INCOME LEVEL:

$50,001+

25

$50,001+

22

Others

17

Others

8

HOUSING:

HOUSING:

Own Home 34
Others
9

Own Home 27
Others
3

MARITAL STATUS:

MARITAL STATUS:

Married

31

Single

12

CHILDREN < 18:
Yes
No

13
30

Married

27

Single

3

CHILDREN <18:
YES
NO

13
15

PROXIMITY TO ORR:

PROXIMITY TO ORR:

<5 Miles
>5 Miles

<5 Miles
>5 Miles

18
24

13
17

VITA

Mauoreen Colvin(MOE)decided what she wanted to do at the age of 36 at
which time she entered college. Attending Pellissippi State Community

College she graduated with honors and was selected as a member of Who's
Who in America's Junior Colleges. She entered the University of Tennessee

where she pursued an Individualized Degree Program in Environmental

Policy. She graduated Summa Cum Laude in May of 1993. Moe then entered
the Master's Program in Agricultural Economics where she concentrated in
the area of Rural Sociology. The Master's degree was conferred in May of
1995.

She is currently working as a Research Associate at the Energy,
Environment, and Resources Center at the University of Tennessee.
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